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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

. (a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 1-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Naddell et al. 
(US Patent 5,450,618) in view of Arnaud (US Patent Re. 36,934). 

Claim 1 is limited to a telephone system. Naddell discloses a full duplex and half 
duplex communication unit with volume setting. See Abstract thereof. The 
communication unit of Naddell includes a rotary switch (202) as seen in figure 2. The 
state of the switch indicates the communication mode of the communication unit as 
seen in figure 4. Specifically, when the button is depressed, the unit is in a low-gain full- 
duplex mode. Conversely, the button's second state indicates a loud-speaking half- 
duplex mode. In addition, the angular position of the switch indicates a desired loud- 
speaking volume. See column 2, lines 39-52. 

With respect to the claims, the communication unit of Naddell clearly includes a 
receiver (301) for receiving signals and an associated amplifier (302), i.e. a receiver in 
communication with a receive signal path, the reliever having associated therewith a 
receiver gain. While not shown, the device inherently comprises a transmitter that 
allows a user of the communication unit to transmit their voice signals to a remotely 
located user. The unit as shown in figure 3 includes a processor (307). This processor 
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receives the volume selector (305) and mode selector (306) inputs and determines the 
audio level, as such, the processor corresponds to a receiver gain detector configured 
to detect the receiver gain. All acoustic telephones have a degree of receiver gain 
stability inherently; as such the unit of Naddell includes a receiver stability level. As just 
stated with respect to the processor, the processor includes selector input determining 
means as well as control means used for adjusting an audio level, i.e. a controller in 
communication with the receiver gain detector. As can be appreciated from figure 4, the 
communication unit is operated in a full-duplex mode when the receiver level is set to a 
low-gain setting, i.e. when the receiver gain is approximately less than the receiver 
stability level, and is conversely operated in a half-duplex mode when the receiver level 
is set to a high-gain setting, i.e. when the receiver gain is approximately above the 
receiver stability level. At this point, it is clear that Naddell anticipates all above 
limitations of the claim, however, Naddell fails to disclose the details of the half-duplex 
mode and, hence, a controlling scheme thereof. Therefore, Naddell anticipates all 
limitations of the claim with the exception wherein the adaptive duplex mode being such 
that an adaptive attenuation level alternately applied on the receive signal and transmit 
signal paths is dependent upon the level by which the receiver gain exceeds the 
receiver stability level. 

As is well known in the art, when a telephone is operated in a handsfree mode, 
high-gain received signals can acoustically couple with the transmitter and cause 
oscillations. These oscillations can be mitigated by maintaining the transceiving loop's 
gain to a value less than or equal to unity. Since the communication unit of Naddell 
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does not disclose the circuitry used to provide this protection, one of ordinary skill in the 
art would have simply used another prior art teaching to provide this functionality. One 
example is the control device for a hands-free telephone set as taught by Arnaud. See 
Abstract thereof. The device as taught by Arnaud is of particular relevance to the unit of 
Naddell because it provisions loop stability even with a user-selected volume setting, 
symbolized by amplifier (GL) and gain (dGL) of figure 2; also see equations 2 and 3 of 
column 4. As such, the gain of devices (ATR) and (ATE) are set in accordance with the 
value of (dGL) in order to maintain a predetermined loop gain, i.e. an adaptive 
attenuation level. . .is dependent upon the level by which the receiver gain exceeds the 
receiver stability level. See column 4, lines 23-26. Note, since the half-duplex mode of 
Naddell is only activated upon a high-gain mode, it is assumed herein that all values of 
dGL represent the gain level above the receiver stability level. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to provide loop stability control as taught by Arnaud because first, the 
communication unit of Naddell requires such a prior art teaching; and second, the 
system of Arnaud compensates for user selectable volume settings as is clearly a 
mainstay of the unit of Naddell. 

With respect to the new claim limitations, where the "controller. . . selectively 
operates the telephone system in a full duplex mode in response to the receiver gain 
being approximately less than the receiver stability level and to selectively operate the 
telephony system in an adaptive duplex mode in response to the receiver gain being 
approximately above the receiver stability level" it is noted that this limits the scope of 
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the claim as originally filed. Specifically, the range of time in which the telephone 
system is operated in each of the full and half-duplex modes has been narrowed from 
any time period when the receiver gain is at a particular level with respect to the 
receiver stability level to a time period beginning in response to the receiver gain being 
at a particular level with respect to the receiver stability level. This period is 
contemplated by the disclosure of Naddell. As seen in figure 4, the position of the mode 
button is checked in 402 to determine if the telephone is to operate in a low-volume 
level mode or a high-volume level mode. After this volume determination is made, the 
. system is switched into either a full or a half-duplex mode of operation in steps 403 and 
406. 

Claim 2 is limited to the telephone system of claim 1, as covered by Naddell in 
view of Arnaud. As shown in the rejection of claim 1, Arnaud teaches applying an 
attenuation factor dA as linear function of dGL, i.e. wherein the attenuation level... is 
approximately equal to the level by which the receiver gain exceeds the receiver 
stability level. See column 4, equation 3. Therefore, Naddell in view of Arnaud makes 
obvious all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 3 is limited to the telephone system of claim 1, as covered by Naddell in 
view of Arnaud. With respect to Naddell, the method of figure 4 includes a feedback 
path from steps (405) and (408) that clearly indicate that gain monitoring occurs over an 
entire conversation. Therefore, Naddell in view of Arnaud makes obvious all limitations 
of the claim. 
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Claim 4 is limited to the telephone system of claim 1, as covered by Naddell in 
view of Arnaud. As seen in figure 3 of Naddell, the system includes a volume selector 
(305), i.e. a volume setting, and a mode selector (306), i.e. a boost function. As shown 
in the rejection of claim 1 , the mode selector selects between the full and half-duplex 
modes, while the volume selector modifies the switched attenuation in accordance with 
the teachings of Arnaud, i.e. wherein the receiver gain is a function of the volume 
setting and the status of the boost function. Therefore, Naddell in view of Arnaud 
makes obvious all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 5 is limited to the telephone system of claim 1, as covered by Naddell in 
view of Arnaud. As explained in column 4, lines 40-55 of Arnaud, selective attenuation 
is applied to a non-active channel, such that during an active receive mode the 
controller applies the adaptive attenuation level on the transmit signal path and during 
an active transmit mode the controller applies the adaptive attenuation level on the 
receive signal path. Therefore, Naddell in view of Arnaud makes obvious all limitations 
of the claim. 

Claim 6 is limited to the telephone system of claim 5, as covered by Naddell in 

view of Arnaud. Clearly, a detector is inherently present in the system of Arnaud to 

» 

enable active path detection. An exemplary detector is depicted in figure 4 thereof. 
Therefore, Naddell in view of Arnaud makes obvious all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 7 is limited to the telephone system of claim 6, as covered by Naddell in 
view of Arnaud. As seen in figure 4, the transmit signal less noise (VE) is compared 
against threshold (VR) to determine which signal channel is active. When (VE) exceeds 
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(VR), the transmit signal is active. See column 6, line 60 through column 7, line 47. 
Therefore, Naddell in view of Arnaud makes obvious all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 8 is limited to the telephone system of claim 1, as covered by Naddell in 
view of Arnaud. The communication unit of Naddell does not disclose any type of 
attenuation in the full-duplex mode as the chance of oscillating is essentially eliminated 
due to the preset low gain of the speaker in the full-duplex mode. Therefore, Naddell in 
view of Arnaud makes obvious all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 9 is limited to the telephone system of claim 7, as covered by Naddell in 
view of Arnaud. While not explicitly disclosed by either Naddell or Arnaud, the intrinsic 
receiver stability level is a physical parameter determined by the orientation and 
distance apart of the loudspeaker and microphone of a telephone set. The typical 
telephone is limited to about 30 and 35 dB of gain as is acknowledged by the applicant. 
As such, the recitation of the receiver stability level residing approximately between 30 
and 35 dB of gain is inherent. Therefore, Naddell in view of Arnaud makes obvious all 
limitations of the claim. 

Claims 10-18 are limited to essentially the same subject matter as claims 1-9, as 
covered by Naddell in view of Arnaud, respectively, and are rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claims 19-27 are limited to essentially the same subject matter as claims 1-9, as 
covered by Naddell in view of Arnaud, respectively, and are rejected for the same 
reasons. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 20 July 2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

With respect to claim 1, the applicant alleges on page 7, lines 21-27 of the 
current response that the operation of selecting between a full and half-duplex mode of 
operation does not contemplate the claimed subject matter, i.e. "selectively operates the 
telephone system in a full or adaptive duplex mode in response to the receiver gain 
being approximately less than or above the receiver stability level," to which the 
examiner respectfully disagrees. The applicant's support for the allegation found on 
page 7, line 25, through page 8, line 17, leads to asserting that the system of Naddell 
simply checks the position of button 106/202 in accordance with the method of figure 3 
to determine whether the telephone will execute communication in a full or half-duplex 
mode of operation. See page 8, lines 18-21 , of the current response. The applicant 
uses this interpretation of the reference to indicate that the mode of operation of the 
telephone does not depend on the volume of the telephone. 

In essence, the applicant has interpreted the position of button 106/202 as 
merely a switch between two modes, and thus, has excised the actual changes in 
parameters that occur in response to the position of button 106/202, namely the 
dramatic change in telephone volume in order to switch between half and full-duplex 
telephony. This dramatic change in volume is highlighted clearly in column 1, lines 48- 
57, which states of full-duplex telephony, "the volume levels need to be at a relatively 
low level in comparison to volume levels when the unit is operating in a half-duplex 
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mode." This point is illustrated clearly in figure 4, where a preset low level of volume is 
applied to the speaker in step 404 after it has been determined that low-level, i.e. full- 
duplex, telephony has been selected. In this way contrary to the allegation of the 
applicant, the position of button 1 06/202 is not just related to an arbitrary selection 
between full and half-duplex telephony, but to a selection between low and high-volume 
level telephony, where the desired volume level selected determines the appropriate 
mode of operation — i.e. half and full-duplex telephony. 

The applicant's interpretation of the reference having been shown to be false 
renders the allegation that Naddell does not anticipate all limitations of the claim 
untenable. Therefore, as all of the applicant's allegations have been shown to be either 
moot or unpersuasive, the rejection of claim 1 is maintained. 

With respect to claims 2-27, the applicant alleges that these claims are 
allowable in view of the allegations apropos claim 1 as treated supra. Clearly, as these 
allegations have been shown to be either moot or unpersuasive, the rejections of claims 
2-27 are likewise maintained. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from, the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Walter F. Briney III whose telephone number is 571- 
272-7513. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am - 4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sinh Tran can be reached on 571-272-7564. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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